Abstract
Introduction
In the OTMCT experiments we used small quantities of food (less than 10 ml) for each 84 option as we did not want the quantity of food to be a stimulus for the undernourished free-85 ranging dogs. We used sample sizes of minimum 30, giving each dog the choice test only 86 once. This also eliminated the effect of learning and we could get a clear representation of the 87 preference already formed at the population level.
89
Absolute choice was defined as the total number of times each option was chosen in a 90 particular experiment. Choice was taken as the complete consumption of a particular option, 91 except in experiment 1, where both licking and consumption of an option was taken as 92 choice. In the cases where no clear absolute choice was seen, the eating order was computed 93 for each experiment. A 3x3 matrix was constructed with the three options in the columns and 94 the number of times each option was chosen first, second and third respectively in the rows.
95
Now, a contingency chi-squared test was done to determine whether the tables were random.
96
If they were significantly different from random, then the option that was chosen first the 97 highest number of times was taken to be chosen first at the population level, that is, the first 98 preference. Similarly the options chosen second and third were also determined. In this experiment we wanted to test the preference, if any, between sources of protein and 102 carbohydrates that are known to adult free-ranging dogs, when visual cues were not present.
103
So the options we provided in the OTMCT were B1 (bread + chicken extract); B2 (bread + 104 water) and B3 (bread), where the 3 pieces of bread looked identical (please see OSM for 105 details of chicken extract preparation and protein content estimation). Chicken extract 106 contains a small percentage of proteins (less than 0.25% w/v as determined by Bradford the carbohydrate rich bread. B2 is present as a control for moistness. We wanted to discount 109 the effect of the moistness of the chicken extract in this single experiment as pet dogs are 110 known to prefer moist food over dry food (Kitchell 1978 concentrations of chicken extract (3A: chi square = 24.00, df = 4, p = 0.00; 3B: chi square = 11.14, df = 4, p = 0.02) (Figure 2b and 2c) (  O.D. was checked at λ595 for each sample.
441
 Using the standard curve, the protein concentration was calculated for each sample. Protein Concentration (µg/µl)
